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language in the Interior Appropriations lan-
guage to prohibit funds to be used on any na-
tional monuments created since 1999. Con-
gress has already spent too much time react-
ing to the unilateral declaration of such monu-
ments.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, this Mem-
ber rises today in support of H.R. 4578, the In-
terior appropriations bill and wishes to particu-
larly thank the chairman of the Subcommittee,
the distinguished gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
REGULA) and the ranking member, the distin-
guished gentleman from Washington (Mr.
DICKS) for their hard work on the bill.

This Member understands that the Members
of the Subcommittee were extremely limited
by the 302(b) allocation received and as a re-
sult were forced to make tough spending deci-
sions. However, this Member is pleased that
continued funding was made available for the
next phase of construction of the replacement
facility for the existing Indian Health Service
hospital in Winnebago, Nebraska. As the
members of the Subcommittee know, this on-
going project has a long and difficult history,
and the Subcommittee’s support is greatly ap-
preciated.

In closing Mr. Chairman, this Member wish-
es to acknowledge and express his most sin-
cere appreciation for the extraordinary assist-
ance that Chairman REGULA, the Interior Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, and the Sub-
committee staff have provided thus far on this
important project and urges his colleagues to
support the bill.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE), having resumed the chair, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 4578) making appropria-
tions for the Department of the Inte-
rior and related agencies for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2001, and for
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.

f

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2966

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw my
name as cosponsor of H.R. 2966.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-

uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. GREEN of Texas addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
METCALF) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. METCALF addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

PRESCRIPTION DRUGS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Michigan (Ms. STABENOW)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Speaker, on April 12,
I led an hour of debate on the topic of pre-
scription drug coverage for senior citizens. I
read three letters from around the state from
seniors who shared their personal stories. On
the 12th, I made a commitment to continue to
read a different letter every week until the
House enacts reform. This is the seventh
week in a row that Congress has been in ses-
sion in which I have returned to the House
floor to read another letter from a Michigan
senior citizen. This week, I will read a letter
from Edith DeYoung of Spring Lake, Michigan.

Before I read Ms. DeYoung’s letter, I would
like to share some troubling statistics released
just yesterday in President Clinton’s report en-
titled, ‘‘Prescription Drug Coverage and the
Rural Medicare Beneficiaries: A Critical Unmet
Need.’’

Although Ms. DeYoung is fortunate to live
next to a larger city in Michigan, Muskegon,
there are many rural communities in our state,
particularly in the Upper Peninsula that have
unique health care needs. As a member of the
Rural Health Care Caucus in the House of
Representatives, I have been working to en-
sure that those needs are understood and
met.

The President’s report documents that sen-
iors living in rural America face real challenges
in accessing health services, especially pre-
scription drugs.

Senior citizens who live in rural communities
represent almost 25 percent of all Medicare

beneficiaries, tend to have a greater need for
prescription drug coverage, but have fewer
coverage options. Their incomes are lower,
access to pharmacies more limited, and out-
of-pocket spending higher.

According to the President’s report, rural
beneficiaries are over 60 percent more likely
to fail to get needed prescription drugs due to
cost. A greater proportion of rural elderly
spend a large percent of their income on pre-
scription drugs. In fact, rural senior citizens
pay over 25 percent more in out-of-pocket ex-
penses for prescription drugs than urban sen-
ior citizens. Finally, rural senior citizens on
Medicare are 50 percent less likely to have
any prescription drug coverage.

I would like to take this opportunity to high-
light an important provision in the Democratic
prescription drug proposal that does not get as
much attention as some of the other important
provisions that offer coverage for Medicare
seniors. The Democratic plan includes assur-
ance that resident in rural communities will
have full access to all prescription drug bene-
fits.

Now, I will read the letter from Edith
DeYoung. ‘‘I’m writing this letter to you con-
cerning medical prescriptions for people who
have reached 65 years of age. I was getting
Medicaid but now that I’ve reached the Golden
Years, age 65, I can’t get help from Medicaid
and Medicare does not cover prescriptions. I
get $915 a month on Social Security. I would
like to know how you can pay rent, lights, and,
oh yes, groceries, and still have to pay $437
on a spend-down for medicine that leaves me
$478 a month to pay all the above and live on.
I am sending you a copy of the prescriptions
I get every year. I sure can’t afford any other
insurance. So please, help the bill pass and
help us that are 65 and need it really bad. As
a senior citizen, I would like to hear back from
your office. Sincerely, Edith DeYoung.’’

The time is now to enact real prescription
drug legislation that includes a prescription
drug benefit in Medicare.

Proposals have been offered by the other
party that would essentially offer a subsidy for
a private insurance plan—that may or may not
be available to all senior citizens. I am espe-
cially worried about seniors living in rural com-
munities. And, as Edith DeYoung said, herself,
she can’t afford additional insurance. The
Democratic plan, on the other hand, would
provide her with the real help she needs. The
Democratic plan would create a Medicare ben-
efit that, because of Ms. DeYoung’s income
level, would cover all of her prescription drug
costs.

f

INTELLIGENT DESIGN IS NOT A
SCIENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, on June
1, I received a letter that was written
by seven members of the biology de-
partment and one professor of psy-
chology from Baylor University in re-
sponse to my co-hosting a recent con-
ference on intelligent design, the the-
ory that an intelligent agency can be
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detected in nature, sponsored by the
Discovery Institute.

The professors denounced intelligent
design as pseudo science and advocated
what is bluntly called the materialistic
approach to science.

Mr. Speaker, I am appalled that any
university seeking to discover truth,
yet alone a university that is a Baptist
Christian school, could make the kinds
of statements that are contained in
this letter. Is there position on teach-
ing about materialistic science so weak
that it cannot withstand scrutiny and
debate?

Intelligent design theory is upheld by
the same kind of data and analysis as
any other theory to determine whether
an event is caused by natural or intel-
ligent causes; just as a detective relies
on evidence to decide whether a death
was natural or murder, and an insur-
ance company relies on evidence to de-
cide whether a fire is an accident or
arson. A scientist looking at, say, the
structure of a DNA molecule goes
through exactly the same reasoning to
decide whether the DNA code is the re-
sult of natural causes or an intelligent
agent.

Today, qualified scientists are reach-
ing the conclusion that design theory
makes better sense of the data. Influ-
ential new books are coming out by
scientists like molecular biologist
Behe, Darwin’s Black Box, the Free
Press, and mathematician William
Dembski, the Design Interference,
Cambridge University Press, which
point out the problems with Darwinian
evolution and highlight evidence for
intelligent design in the university.

The tone of the letter I received
seems to suggest that my congres-
sional colleagues and I were
unsuspecting honorary co-hosts in a
conference on intelligent design. That
is not the case. My good friend, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY),
chairman of the House Judiciary Sub-
committee on the Constitution has
considered holding a congressional
hearing on the bias and viewpoint dis-
crimination in science and science edu-
cation. Ideological bias has no place in
science and many of us in Congress do
not want the government to be party
to it.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
CANADY) approached several people, in-
cluding the Discovery Institute, about
plans for such a hearing. The people at
Discovery suggested that instead we
allow them merely to put on a modest
informational briefing on intelligent
design. That is exactly what happened,
and we regarded the result as very val-
uable.

Nevertheless, many of us continue to
be concerned about the unreasoning
viewpoint discrimination in science.
This letter dismisses those who do not
share the philosophy of science favored
by the authors as frauds. It is ironic,
however, that the authors do not ever
actually get around to answering the
substantive arguments put forward by
people at the Discovery Institute. The

authors support a philosophy of science
they call materialistic science. The
key phrase in the letter is that we can-
not consider God’s role in the natural
phenomenon we observe. Yet this as-
sumption is merely asserted without
any argument.

How can the authors of this letter be
so confident that God plays no role in
the observable world? Once we ac-
knowledge that God exists, as these
professors presumably do since they
teach as a Christian university, there
is no logical way to rule out the possi-
bility that God may actually do some-
thing within the universe He created.

In addition, the philosophy of science
the authors talk about is just that, a
philosophy. It is not itself science, even
according to the definition of science
put forward by the authors themselves.
They state, for example, that all obser-
vations must be explained through em-
pirical observations. I am not sure
what that means but I do know this:
This statement itself is not verifiable
by observation or by methods of sci-
entific inquiry. It is rather a philo-
sophical statement.

If they prefer it to the alternative
that they suppose it advanced by the
Discovery Institute folks, then the
preference itself cannot be based on
science. It is a difference of philosophy,
but they are biologists not philoso-
phers. They have no special authority
in philosophy, even the philosophy of
science.

Even more egregiously, they say that
God cannot be proved or disproved.
Now there is a philosophical statement
for you. Of course many philosophers
agree with it, but there are philoso-
phers of stature who disagree with it,
too. Why should the philosophical
viewpoint of a group of biologists enjoy
privileged status?

And then there was Darwinism. This
letter treats Darwinism as a
straightforwardly scientific position
despite the criticism advanced by
many responsible, informed people that
Darwinism itself rests not on demon-
strable facts but rather on controver-
sial philosophical premises. In other
words, serious people make a case
against Darwinism, precisely the case
that Baylor’s biologists themselves are
trying to make against intelligent de-
sign.

Yet the Baylor biologists simply ig-
nore these criticisms. One senses here
not a defense of science but rather an
effort to protect, by political means, a
privileged philosophical viewpoint
against a serious challenge.

In digging into this matter further, it
turns out that an international con-
ference related to this topic, the Na-
ture of Nature, was held recently at
Baylor University. It was hosted by the
Polanyi Center at Baylor and spon-
sored by the Discovery Institute and
the John Templeton Foundation. A
number of world-class scientists par-
ticipated in the event, and contrary to
the assertions made in this letter, ad-
vocates of intelligent design, as well as

materialism, presented their ideas pub-
licly. The authors of this letter have
been part of an intense effort to close
down that center, which was founded in
part to explore these issues.

I would like to insert the rest of this
statement in the RECORD, as well as the
letter from the professors at Baylor
University.

I would like to reference the words of the
Israeli statesman, Shimon Peres: He said,
‘‘Science and lies cannot coexist. You don’t
have a scientific lie, and you cannot lie
scienifically. Science is basically the search of
truth—known, unknown, discovered, undis-
covered—and a system that does not permit
the search for truth cannot be a scientific sys-
tem. Then again, science must operate in
freedom. You cannot have free research in a
society that doesn’t enjoy freedom. . . . So in
a strange way, science carries with it a color
of transparency, of openness, which is the be-
ginning of democracy . . .’’

Dr. Bruce Alberts, President of the National
Academy of Sciences made a recent speech
where he said ‘‘Scientists, as practitioners,
teach important values. These include hon-
esty, an eagerness for new ideas, the sharing
of knowledge for public benefit, and a respect
for evidence that requires verification by oth-
ers. These ‘‘behaviors of science’’ make
science a catalyst for democracy. Science and
democracy promote similar freedoms. Science
and democracy accommodate, and are
strengthened by, dissent. Science’s require-
ment of proof resembles democracy’s system
of justice. Democracy is buttressed by
science’s values. And science is nurtured by
democracy’s principles.’’

There seems to be a tension between
science as democratic, welcoming new ideas
and dissent—and science as a lobby group,
seeking to impose its viewpoint upon others.
As the Congress, it might be wise for us to
question whether the legitimate authority of
science over scientific matters is being mis-
used by persons who wish to identify science
with a philosophy they prefer. Does the sci-
entific community really welcome new ideas
and dissent, or does it merely pay lip service
to them while imposing a materialist ortho-
doxy?

Only a small percentage of Americans think
the universe and life can be explained ade-
quately in purely materialistic terms. Even
fewer think real debate on the issue ought to
be publicly suppressed.

I ask my colleagues to join with me in put-
ting aside unfounded fears to explore the evi-
dence and truthfulness of the theories that are
being presented by those on both sides of this
debate.

I want to thank Philip Johnson of the Univer-
sity of California at Berkeley. Robert * * * of
Princeton University, and others is drafting this
response.

BAYLOR UNIVERSITY,
June 1, 2000.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SOUDER, We became
aware of a meeting on May 10, 2000 that you
and other legislators attended with members
of the Discovery Institute from their
website. According to the website, the main
topics of the meeting involved the scientific
case for design, the influence of the Dar-
winian and materialistic worldview on public
policy, and how intelligent design will affect
education. As citizens concerned with
science education, we wish to give you the
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perspective of mainstream scientists and
science teachers.

INTELLIGENT DESIGN IS NOT SCIENCE

It is an old philosophical argument that
has been dressed up as science. We and other
mainstream scientists refer to it as intel-
ligent design creationism. Some have re-
ferred to it as ‘creeping creationism’ due to
the methods used by its proponents to sneak
creation science into the classroom. The hy-
pothesis of intelligent design is that living
creatures are too complex to have arisen by
random chance alone. However, we have yet
to see any scientific, empirical data to sup-
port this hypothesis. Some of the proponents
use statistics to show the improbability that
living creatures have arisen by random
chance, but this does not say that living
things could not have arisen through such
means. The members of the Discovery Insti-
tute stress that the idea of design is entirely
empirical. If this is true, then their data
should be presented to the scientific commu-
nity. If mainstream scientists deem the data
as evidence for design, then your office will
be flooded with messages from professional
scientists asking for more funding for design
research. However, as the supporters of intel-
ligent design have never openly presented
their data, we have to conclude that either
there is none or that it does not provide evi-
dence for design.

THE PROPONENTS OF INTELLIGENT DESIGN DO
NOT OPERATE AS LEGITIMATE SCIENTISTS

In science, all research must go through
some sort of peer review. A scientist requests
funds from various agencies, such as the Na-
tional Science Foundation (NSF), which re-
quires the scientists to give a detailed expla-
nation of the research to be conducted. After
conducting the research, the scientist then
publishes or presents his/her findings in peer
reviewed, scientific journals or at meetings
sponsored by scientific organizations. In this
way, other scientists can critically study the
research, how it was conducted, and if its
conclusions are correct. Proponents of intel-
ligent design do none of this. Their funding
comes from think tanks such as the Dis-
covery Institute which have their own agen-
da. They do not publish in scientific journals
nor present their ideas at meetings spon-
sored by scientific organizations. Rather,
they publish books for the general public
which go through no sort of review process
except by editors at publishing companies
who are often concerned more with the fi-
nancial gains and less of the scientific merit
of the book.
INTELLIGENT DESIGN DOES NOT BELONG IN THE

SCIENCE CLASSROOM.
Because intelligent design has no sci-

entific, empirical data to support it, we see
no reason why it should be allowed into the
science classroom. The proponents of intel-
ligent design would say that they should
have equal time in the classroom as a com-
peting theory against Darwinism. However,
in science, a theory isn’t given equal time, it
earns equal time. Ideas should be allowed
into the science classroom only when they
have amassed so much empirical evidence as
to gain the support of the scientific commu-
nity. Intelligent design has not risen to this
level.
INTELLIGENT DESIGN COULD HAVE A SERIOUS

NEGATIVE IMPACT ON SCIENCE EDUCATION AND
RESEARCH.
Much of the proposed research from intel-

ligent design deals mainly with under-
standing the personality and limits of the
designer. Within the intelligent design para-
digm, a possible answer to any scientific
question is ‘‘That’s how the designer wanted
it’’. This does not answer anything at all.
How are science teachers to inspire curiosity

into the natural world when the answer to
every question is ‘That’s just how it is’, Also,
we fear that future school board administra-
tors would cut funds for science education
because the role of science will have shifted
from an exploration of the natural world to
an exploration into the mind of a supposed
designer. This could also have a negative im-
pact on scientific research. Future Con-
gresses with the need to balance budgets
may cut funding to the National Science
Foundation, Center for Disease Control, or
National Institute for Health for the same
reason as the school board administrator.
THE MEMBERS OF THE DISCOVERY CENTER ARE

MISREPRESENTING MATERIALISTIC SCIENCE.
The current philosophy of science states

that all observations must be explained
through empirical observations. Material-
istic science does not say that there is no
God. Rather, it says that God, due to His su-
pernatural and divine nature, cannot be
proved or disproved, thus we cannot consider
His role in the natural phenomena we ob-
serve. Therefore, the existence of God is not
a question within the realm of science. Many
scientists have a strong belief in a divine
God and do not see any conflict between this
belief and their work as scientists.
MATERIALISTIC SCIENCE HAS GREATLY IN-

CREASED THE AMERICAN PEOPLE’S QUALITY
OF LIFE.
Considering that materialistic science has

been the predominant paradigm of science
for about 150 years, let us look at life in
America before and after the 1850’s. First, all
races were certainly not considered as
equals. Women were considered inferior to
men in every way. Also, the number of cause
of death in women was giving birth. The in-
fant mortality rate was equal to any Third
World nation today. People died of diseases
such as polio, small pox, and influenza. Men-
tally ill people wee locked up in institutions
that resembled the horrors of the Inquisi-
tions. The average life expectancy for people
born in the 1850’s was in the early sixties.
Since the advent of materialistic science we
have shown that all the races are much more
alike than they are different. Medical health
for women has improved to the point that
couples rarely worry if the woman and/or
child will die during birth. Also, women have
become more empowered than any other
time in human history. Diseases such as
polio and small pox have essentially been
wiped out in America. Also, due to improved
sanitation and health regulations, typhoid,
cholera, and malaria, are unheard of in
America today. Mental illness is seen as a
treatable, if not curable, disease. Children
born in the 1990’s could expect to live to be
ninety years old.
THE PROPONENTS OF INTELLIGENT DESIGN ARE

MAKING AN EMOTIONAL APPEAL AND NOT A
SCIENTIFIC ARGUMENT.
The proponents of intelligent design are

trying to use meetings such as the one that
you attended to make an emotional plea to
the general public about the ills that face
our society. They would have us believe that
all of our problems in society can be blamed
on Darwinism. As a U.S. Legislator, we are
certain you are aware of the many problems,
great and small, facing America. As any con-
cerned citizen, we watch the news and won-
der why is there violence in the schools, why
does racism and intolerance persist, and why
can’t the greatest nation in the world feed
and house all of its people? The answer to
these questions is neither Darwinian evo-
lution nor materialistic science. Rather ma-
terialistic science could be the cure for many
of society’s problems.

We thank you in advance for considering
the above information and for seeking more

complete information regarding this impor-
tant issue affecting the congressional debate
regarding science education programs in this
country.

Sincerely,
Cliff Hamrick, Biology Department,

Baylor University.
Robert Baldridge, Professor of Biology,

Baylor University.
Richard Duhrkopf, Associate Professor of

Biology, Baylor University.
Lewis Barker, Professor of Psychology &

Neuroscience, Baylor University.
Wendy Sera, Assistant Professor of Biol-

ogy, Baylor University.
Darrell Vodopich, Associate Professor of

Biology, Baylor University.
Sharon Conry, Biology Department,

Baylor University.
Cathleen Early, Biology Department,

Baylor University.

f

b 2310

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. HOLT) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. HOLT addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. WU) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. GREEN of Texas, for 5 minutes,

today.
Ms. STABENOW, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. HOLT, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. SOUDER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
June 21.

Mr. SOUDER, for 5 minutes, today.

f

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
titles was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follow:

S. 1507. An act to authorize the integration
and consolidation of alcohol and substance
abuse programs and services provided by In-
dian tribal governments, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Resources and
Committee on Commerce.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 10 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, June 15, 2000, at 9 a.m.
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